UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 04-2503

EASTERN ASSOCI ATED COAL CORPCORATI ON; CHARLES
COAL COWPANY, joint venturers on behalf of
COLONY BAY COWVPANY,

Plaintiffs - Appellants,

ver sus

DI STRICT 17, UNITED M NE WORKERS OF AMERI CA;
LOCAL UNION NO 9177, UNITED M NE WORKERS OF
AMERI CA,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Southern
District of West Virginia, at Charleston. Joseph Robert Goodw n,
District Judge. (CA-03-2430)

Subm tted: July 25, 2005 Deci ded: August 16, 2005

Bef ore MOTZ, TRAXLER, and GREGORY, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Al bert F. Sebok, Brian J. More, JACKSON KELLY, PLLC, Charleston,

West Virginia, for Appellants. Deborah Stern, Associate Cenera

Counsel, Fairfax, Virginia, Charles F. Donnelly, DONNELLY &
CARBONE, P.L.L.C., Charleston, West Virginia, for Appellees.




Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Eastern Associated Coal Corporation and Charles Coal
Conpany, on behalf of Col ony Bay Conpany (hereinafter collectively
“Conpany”), filed suit in the district court against District 17,
United M ne Wrkers of Anerica, and Local Union No. 9177, United
M ne Wor kers of America (hereinafter collectively “Union”), seeking
to vacate an arbitration award issued in favor of the Union. The
district court granted sunmary judgnent for the Union. W do not
find that the district court erred by concluding that the
arbitrator’s decision was based upon the collective bargaining

agreenent. See United Paperworkers Int’l Union v. Msco, Inc., 484

US 29, 38 (1987) (stating review standard); Ilsland Creek Coa

Co. v. Dist. 28, United Mne Wirkers of Am, 29 F.3d 126, 129 (4th

Cr. 1994) (sane). Accordingly, we affirmfor the reasons stated

by the district court. See E. Assoc. Coal Corp. v. Dist. 17

United Mne Wrkers of Am, No. CA-03-2430 (S.D. W Va. Nov. b5,

2004). W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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